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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



2. Claims 1-3, 6-8, 10-1 1 , 15-22, 28-29, 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
1 03(a) as being obvious over Otto et al in view of Lyer. 

Otto et al discloses a method for processing a film over a substrate. A process 
gas is flowed for processing the film, and there is increased discretely the RF source 
power. The refractive index of a layer or layers can be varied by controlling pulse width, 
amplitude and/or duration and there is taught supplying Si and O containing compounds 
to make the film. The process conditions are changed during deposition (col 2, lines 37- 
58; col 3, lines 57-64). 

Otto does not teach: 

a process chamber and flowing in accordance with a predetermined algorithm; 
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monitoring an optical property during deposition or changing the process 
conditions in response to a measured optical property, more specifically, monitoring a 
refractive-index value of the film during deposition; and 

the parameter is an ellipsometry measurement or stress uniformity of the film. 

Iyer discloses that it is known to monitor refractive index during deposition (col. 6) 
to control the refractive index further with the use of an ellipsometry measurement (col 
6, lines lines 10-28) and that stress should be low (col 1, lines 60-65). 

It would have been obvious tone with ordinary skill in the art to include real time 
refractive index monitoring in the process of Otto to provide better control over the film's 
refractive index. With regards to an algorithm and process chamber, Lyer discloses 
such (col 5, lines 5-28) such that it would be obvious to include such for the purpose of 
coating control. 

Regarding claims 15-16, it would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in 
the art to include these recitations because Lyer teaches void defect as related to 
refrective index so an end result would be understood as requiring constant or desired 
variation in the art (col 7, lines 15-20). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to include 
reflectometry or ellipsometry measurements because Lyler teaches measurement of an 
optical property. 
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It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to include stress 
uniformity because Lyer teaches undesirability of high stress. 

3. Claims 4-5, 20, 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Otto et al in view of Lyer.as applied to claims above, and further in 
view of Chouinard. 

Otto et al in view of Lyer do not disclose "vertical and horizontal profile 
optimizations" or annealing. 

Chouinard et al discloses vertical and horizontal profile for waveguides (col 26, 
lines 55-60) and annealing (col 34, lines 56-61). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to include the 
recitations of claims 4-5, 23-24 because Chouinard et al teaches disclose vertical and 
horizontal profile as important regarding waveguide operation. 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to include 
annealing because Chouinard teaches different material characteristics depending on 
annealing results. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Alain L. Bashore whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6739. The examiner can normally be reached on about 7:30 am to 5:00 pm (Mon. 
thru Thurs.). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Timothy Meeks can be reached on 571-272-1423. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Alain L. Bashore/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1792 



